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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is In response to the appeal brief filed July 1 1 , 2007 appealing from the Office action 
mailed March 23. 2007 . 
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(1) Real Part in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings 
which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in 
the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contained in 
the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is 

correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 
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(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

6,154,817 Mohan etal. 12-1996 

Tanenbaum, A. S. Structured Computer Organization. 1984. Prentice Hall Inc. 2nd ed. 
pp. 10-12 

(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 

Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Mohan et al. 
(US Patent Number 6, 154, 81 7), 

As per Claims 1 and 20 . but more specifically to Claim 1 . Mohan discloses a method 
comprising: 

creating a plurality of vaulting policies Ymed/a pools have usage rules associated 
with them, column 7 lines 6-21), each vaulting policy having one or more cycles (usage 
rules, which include a retention period, column 7 lines 21-23) specifying a movement of 
media to a destination location (column 7 lines 33-35) and a time (column 7 lines 24-25) 
to execute the cycle; 

associating a first vaulting policy (pre-assigning a set of media to a media pool, 
column 7 lines 54-67) of the plurality to a first set of media; 

associating a second vaulting policy of the plurality to a second set of media (a 
new instance of a media pool), the second set of media comprising a subset of the first 
set of media, the second vaulting policy superseding the first vaulting policy for the 
media contained in the subset (if a Job is used to move media from the first pool to the 
second pool, the second pool will supersede the first)] and 
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vaulting at least portions of said first and second sets of media according to said 

plurality of vaulting policies (obeying the usage rules, col 7 lines 21-23), 

As per Claims Sand 16 . but more specifically to Claim 6 , Mohan discloses the method 
of Claim 1 . further comprising creating a media movement job (figure 5) based on at least the 
first vaulting policy, the media movement job comprising a destination for a second subset of 
media in the set and a time period to perform the media movement (column 8 lines 25-48). 

As per Claim 7, 17 and 22 . but more specifically to Claim 7 . Mohan discloses the 
method of Claim 6 . wherein creating a media movement job comprises: 

obtaining backup job information from a backup application for one or more 

backup jobs (the user enters information for the backup job inherently through a GUI 

application, column 8 lines 38-48)\ and 

determining at least a portion of the second subset of media by determining 

media used by the one or more backup jobs (column 8 lines 38-48). 

As per Claim 8 and 23 . but more specifically to Claim 8 . Mohan discloses the method of 
Claim 6 . further comprising receiving a confirmation verifying completion of the media 
movement job for one or more media of the second subset (confirmation is reaching end state 
815, figure 8). 

As per Claim 9 . Mohan discloses the method of Claim 8 . further comprising determining 
one or more missing media based on the confirmation (each time state 825 is reached it is 
determined if there are media missing / remaining, figure 8). 

As per Claims 10 and 18 . but more specifically to Claim 10 . Mohan discloses the 
method of Claim 6 . wherein the time period comprises a start time to start the media movement 
job and a due time to complete the media movement \ob (start time is Tuesday at midnight, due 
time is the next Tuesday at midnight, column 8 lines 49-54). 
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As per Claim 11 . Mohan discloses the method of Claim 6 . further comprising creating a 
second media movement job based on the media movement job, the second media movement 
job created on a vaulting manager at a source location of at least a portion of the second subset 
of media (figure 1). 

As per Claim 12 , Mohan discloses the method of Claim 6 , further comprising creating a 
second media movement job based on the media movement job, the second media movement 
job created on a vaulting manager at the destination for the second subset of media (figure 1), 

As per Claim 13 , Mohan discloses the method of Claim 1 . wherein the time for each of 
the one or more cycles comprises a relative number of days after data is written to a medium 
(retention period, column 7 lines 22-28). 

As per Claim 14 , Mohan discloses the method of Claim 1 . wherein creating a plurality of 
vaulting policies comprises for each vaulting policy, setting a time period for protecting data 
(retention period, column 7 lines 22-28). 

As per Claim 15 , Mohan discloses the method of Claim 1 . wherein each of the 
destination locations for the one or more cycles comprises one of a backup device, an onsite 
vault, and an offsite vault (figure 3), 

As per Claim 19 . Mohan discloses the method of Claim 16 , further comprising: 

determining media to be removed from a backup device associated with the 

backup application based on the media movement job (col. 8 lines 25-37)] and 

presenting to a user a list of the media to be removed from the backup device 

(column 8 lines 32-35). 

As per Claim 24 . Mohan discloses the system of Claim 20 , further comprising vaulting 
information comprising a current location of one or more media (column 7 lines 34-45). 
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Claims 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mohan et 
aL (US Patent Number 6, 154,817) in view of Tanenbaum ("Structured Computer Organization"), 
As per Claim 25 . Mohan discloses the actions: 

creating a plurality of vaulting policies (media pools obey usage rules, column 7 
lines 6-21), each vaulting policy having one or more cycles (usage rules have a retention 
period, column 7 lines 21-23) specifying a movement of media to a destination location 
(column 7 lines 33-35) and a time (column 7 lines 24-25) to execute the cycle; 

associating a first vaulting policy (pre-assigning a set of media to a media pool, 
column 7 lines 54-67) of the plurality to a first set of media; and 

associating a second vaulting policy of the plurality to a second set of media (a 
new instance of a media pool), the second set of media comprising a subset of the first 
set of media, the second vaulting policy superseding the first vaulting policy for the 
media contained in the subset (if a job is used to move media from the first pool to the 
second pool, the second pool will supersede the first). 

Mohan does not disclose at least one machine-readable medium having stored thereon 
sequences of instructions, which, when executed by a machine, cause the machine to perform 
the actions. 

Tanenbaum discloses at least one machine-readable medium having stored thereon 
sequences of instructions, which, when executed by a machine, cause the machine to perform 
actions (section 1.4). 

Mohan and Tanenbaum are analogous art in that they both deal with electronic 
computer systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to execute the 
actions as disclosed by Mohan as a software program, as taught by Tanenbaum. 
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The motivation for doing so would have been that any instruction executed by hardware 
can be simulated in software, and the decision to do so would allow a higher frequency of 
changes to the system (Tanenbaum, page 11 lines 12-18), 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to implement Mohan's methods in software as 
taught by Tanenbaum for the benefit of higher modifiability, to obtain the invention of Claim 25 . 

As per Claim 26 . Mohan and Tanenbaum discloses the medium of Claim 25 . further 
comprising instructions, which when executed by the machine, cause the machine to perform 
the action of creating a media movement job (figure 5) based on at least the first vaulting policy, 
the media movement job comprising a destination for a second subset of media in the set and a 
time period to perform the media movement (Molian, column 8 lines 25-48). 

As per Claim 27 . Mohan and Tanenbaum discloses the medium of Claim 25 . further 
comprising instructions, which when executed by the machine, cause the machine to perform 
the action of receiving a confirmation verifying completion of the media movement job for one or 
more media of the second subset (Mohan, confinnation is reaching end state 815, figure 8). 

(10) Response to Argument 

Regarding Claim 1 . the Appellant contends (page 11): "The claim language is clear 
that a 'cycle' relates to the 'movement of media to a destination location'. Similarly, the 
'time to execute the cycle' refers (to) the time at which the media is to be moved to the 
destination location." 

The Examiner agrees that a cycle relates to the movement of media to a destination 
location. However, the claim does not require that the 'time to execute the cycle* refer to the 
time at which the media is to be moved to the destination location. The Examiner notes that the 
claim merely reads "one or more cycles specifying a movement of media to a destination 
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location and a time to execute the cycle". As such, the claims do not require that the 
movement of media happen during the cycle, but merely that the cycle 'specify' the movement 
of media. Additionally, the claims do not require that the 'time to execute the cycle' refer to the 
time at which the media is to be moved to the destination location, but that the 'time to execute 
the cycle' refers to the time at which this further specification occurs. 

The Examiner notes that there exist many possible ways of 'specifying' a movement of 
media. The Appellant's arguments appear to be primarily concerned with an inclusive 
specification, e.g. "the media movement MUST happen on Tuesday". However, the Examiner 
notes that an exclusive specification appears equally valid in the context of the claims, e.g. "the 
media movement must NOT happen on Tuesday". Both of these cycles would specify a media 
movement in that they both reduce the number of possible times that the media movement 
could occur. 

By way of analogy, take the example of a shopkeeper putting a sign on the outside of his 
business that states the days during which his shop is open. An inclusively specifying sign could 
read "Open 9am to 6pm, Monday through Saturday", while an exclusively specifying sign could 
read "Open 9am to 6pm, only closed on Sundays". In the first case, the specification is that the 
shop is open on Monday through Saturday by explicating stating as such. In the second case, 
the specification is that the shop is open Monday through Saturday by explicitly stating that it's 
only closed on Sundays. Both of these signs would adequately specify the days in which the 
store was open, and could be then said to specify when a shopping trip (or "product movement") 
could take place. 
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Regarding Claim 1 . the Appellant contends (page 12): "(T)he time referred to by 
Mohan is not 'a time to execute the cycle' as defined by claim 1, but is rather a 'retention 
period' for the save set of media pool being created." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Appellant's presumption that these two 
ideas must be different. This presumption relies on the requirement that the specification of the 
movement be that the movement happens during the cycle, a requirement that is not present in 
the claims. In Mohan, the cycle is a period in which data cannot be moved. Interpreting the 
retention period as a time to execute the cycle (of retaining the data) appears to be consistent 
with Mohan's disclosure. Executing a retention period is interpreted as the acts of starting and 
maintaining the retention period. 

Regarding Claim 1 . the Appellant contends (page 12): "Because Mohan's 'retention 
period' does not refer to the time at which media is to be moved to a 'destination 
location/ as specifically required by the language of claim 1, Mohan cannot anticipate 
claim 1." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees, Mohan's retention period refers to a time period 
during which media cannot be moved to a destination location (data is retained). The claims do 
not appear to require that the media movement happen during the cycle, but merely require that 
the cycle "specify" the media movement. Accordingly, Mohan's disclosure of a cycle (retention 
period) specifying when a media movement cannot happen is interpreted as satisfactorily 
fulfilling the limitation in question. 

Regarding Claim 1 . the Appellant contends (pages 12-13): "(T)he examiner argues 
that Mohan's 'retention period' is the same as the 'time to execute the cycle/ as 
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discussed above. However, in rejecting claim 14 (which depends from claim 1), the 
examiner argues that Mohan's 'retention period' is the same as the 'time period for 
protecting data' recited in claim 14. The examiner cannot have it both ways." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees that both ideas require different interpretations of 
Mohan, and asserts that the provided single interpretation fulfills both limitations. Mohan 
discloses a cycle (retention period) that specifies a movement of media (ttie specification is ttiat 
the movement of media must not happen during the cycle), Mohan also clearly discloses a time 
period for protecting data (retention period). The Examiner notes that the claims include no 
requirement that the media movement happen during said cycle, merely that the cycle specify 
the media movement. 

Regarding Claim 1 the Appellant contends (page 13): "The error in the examiner's 
rejections lies in the fact that the same term in Mohan (i.e., the 'retention period') cannot 
be assigned two different meanings depending on which claim is being rejected. That is, 
Mohan's 'retention period' cannot be equivalent to the 'time to execute the cycle' for the 
purposes of rejecting claim 1, then be regarded as equivalent to the 'time period for 
protecting data' for the purposes of rejecting claim 14." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees, and asserts that rejecting Claims 1 and 14 do not 
require different meanings of Mohan's retention period. For Claim 1 the retention period is a 
cycle that specifies a movement of media (the retention period specifies when a media 
movement CANNOT happen), and for Claim 14 the retention period can clearly be seen as a 
'time period for protecting data'. The claims do not require the movement of media happen 
during the cycle; merely that the cycle specify the movement of media. Accordingly, the 
Examiner does not see any inconsistency with applying Mohan's retention period to both the 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/684.01 3 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2185 

'time to execute the cycle' (where the cycle is the period to retain the data) and the 'time period 
for protecting data'. 

Regarding Claim 1 . the Appellant contends (page 13): "First, claim 1 states that each 
vaulting policy has 'one or more cycles' and that each cycle specifies 'a movement of 
media to a destination location Therefore, a 'cycle' of claim 1 refers to the 'movement 
of media to a destination location.' Clearly, the movement of media is not a usage rule." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees, and notes again that the claims do not require that 
the movement of media happen during the cycle, but merely that the cycle specifies the 
movement of media. The Examiner asserts that Claim Vs vaulting policy is analogous to 
Mohan's usage rules as applied to the media pools and Claim I's cycle is analogous to Mohan's 
usage rules that contain a retention period. At no point did the Examiner assert that the 
movement of media is a usage rule, so the Examiner is uncertain as to why the Appellant would 
attempt to refute that point. Additionally, a cycle of Claim 1 is not required to refer to the 
movement of media to a destination location; Claim 1 merely requires that the cycle specify \he 
movement of media to a destination location. Mohan's usage rules specify that any movement 
of media to a destination location cannot happen during the retention period. 

Regarding Claim 1 , the Appellant contends (page 13): "(l)f the term 'cycle' is 
(erroneously) equated to Mohan's usage rule,' then the claim term 'time to execute the 
cycle' would mean the time to execute the 'usage rule.' However, nowhere does Mohan 
teach that his usage rules can be 'executed'." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Mohan discloses usage rules that are obeyed by 
the system. If the usage rules were not obeyed, the system would be rendered inoperable or at 



Application/Control Number: 10/684,013 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2185 

minimum would experience great dysfunction. Obeying the usage rules is an integral part of 
Mohan's system operation. Accordingly, the Examiner asserts that the system can be 
interpreted as executing the usage rules when it actively obeys the usage rules. Executing the 
cycle (retention period) is interpreted as being fulfilled by Mohan's obeying the retention period. 
The Examiner notes that the retention period is just one of a set of usage rules. 

Regarding Claim 1 . the Appellant contends (page 14): "Mohan's retention period is 
not something that can be 'executed.' It is merely a specification of the time the media is 
used to retain data." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Merriam Webster provides (http://m- 
w.com/dictionary/execute) the following definition for the word 'execute': to carry out fully, put 
completely into effect. In Mohan, the usage rules are put into effect when the save set is moved 
or created. Accordingly, whenever the retention period starts applying to the data, Mohan can 
be seen as then executing the retention policy implied by the retention period and the usage 
rules. The Examiner asserts that the system functionally carrying out and putting into effect the 
retention period and policy can constitute 'executing' the usage rules and retention period. 

Regarding Claim 1 . the Appellant contends (page 14): "(T)he term 'cycle' refers to the 
'movement of media to a destination location/ whereas the term 'time to execute the 
cycle' refers to the time at which the media is to be moved to the destination location. 
These terms are recited in the claims themselves and do not require limitations from the 
specification to be imported into the claims." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees with Appellants claim interpretation. Claim 1 does 
not require that the time to execute the cycle refer to the time at which the media is to be moved 
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to the destination location. The cycle specifies the movement of media, and the time to execute 
the cycle refers to the time at which this further specification occurs. Nowhere in the claims is 
there a requirement that the movement of media happen during the cycle. As noted above, the 
Appellant appears primarily concerned with an inclusive specification of the media movement, in 
that the cycle specifies a period during which the media must be moved. However, as the claim 
currently reads an exclusive specification appears equally valid in fulfilling the contested 
limitation. Accordingly, for the Appellant to contend that the claims require an inclusive 
specification of when the media movement shall occur is to read limitations into the claims that 
exist in the Appellant's specification but not the claims. 

Regarding Claim 1 , the Appellant contends (page 14): "Still another limitation of 
claim 1 that is not met by Mohan is the limitation that requires 'associating a first 
vaulting policy of the plurality to a first set of media.' As discussed above, each vaulting 
policy of claim 1 is defined as having one or more cycles. However, because Mohan's 
'usage rules' are not cycles, Mohan fails to meet this limitation of claim 1 as well." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Mohan's usage rules (vaulting policies) are 
associated with the save set by the user (column 7 lines 22-29), who specifies a retention period 
(cycle) for the save set. The Examiner asserts that as Mohan's usage rules contain a retention 
period, this period meets all the required limitations and qualities as Claim Vs cycle. 

Regarding Claim 1 . the Appellant contends (page 14): "Mohan also fails to meet the 
limitation of claim 1 that involves 'associating a second vaulting policy of the plurality to 
a second set of media ..." The second vaulting policy of claim 1 is also defined as having 
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one or more cycles. Again, because Mohan's usage rules are not cycles, Mohan fails to 
meet this limitation of claim 1 as well." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Mohan's usage rules (vaulting policies) are 
associated with the save set by the user (column 7 lines 22-29), who specifies a retention period 
(cycle) for the save set. Again, the Examiner asserts that as Mohan's usage rules contain a 
retention period, this period meets all the required limitations and qualities as Claim Vs cycle. 

Regarding Claim 6-15 . the Appellant contends (page 15) that said claims are allowable 
by virtue of their dependence on Claim 1 . The Examiner respectfully disagrees, and directs the 
Board to the discussion of Claim 1 above. 

Regarding Claim 16 , the Appellant contends (page 15): "While Mohan does indeed 
disclose 'at step 525, that the user is asked to provide a data and a time that the backup 
job will run,' this is not the same as the 'time period to perform media movement.'" 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Mohan discloses an inputted date/time, at which a 
backup job will run. At that point the backup job starts. The backup job is not instantaneous, so 
although it could be a very quick backup job there will still be a measurable length of time that it 
takes to finish. The entirety of this job takes place at or after Mohan's inputted start date/time. 
The inputted date/time does not indicate that the job must be finished by that point, but rather 
that the job must start at that point and then finish at some point after the inputted date/time. 
Accordingly, the period starting at the user inputted date/time and extending into the future is 
interpreted as fulfilling the limitation *time period to perform media movement'. 
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Regarding Claim 16 , the Appellant contends (page 15): "(C)laim 16 requires that the 
media movement job comprise 'a destination for the set of media and a time period to 
perform a media movement' However, the IMohan language does not meet this limitation. 
It merely refers to the fact that a 'user is asked to provide a data and a time that the 
backup job will run.' Nowhere does Mohan say that this involves media movement, the 
identification of a destination for the set of media, nor the time period to perform the 
media movement." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Mohan discloses the user selecting a destination 
location for a backup job and that the backup job involves moving of data (media) to another 
location (column 8 lines 37-48). More generally, Claim 16 does not require that this information 
be inputted by the user, merely that the user input information that is used in the creation of the 
backup job. Mohan discloses inputting the usage rules which are then used in executing the 
backup job (column 7 lines 22-29), and that the backup job involves moving data to another 
location (column 8 lines 37-48), Accordingly, Mohan discloses a destination (the location where 
the data is moved) for the set of media (save set) and a time period to perform a media 
movement (time that the backup job will run). 

Regarding Claims 17-19 . the Appellant contends (page 15) that said claims are 
allowable by virtue of their dependence on Claim 16. The Examiner respectfully disagrees, and 
directs the Board to the discussion of Claim 16 above. 

Regarding Claim 20 , the Appellant contends (page 16): "(T)he term 'cycle' refers to 
the movement of media to a destination location,' whereas the term 'time to execute the 
cycle' refers to the time at which the media will be moved to a destination location." 
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The Examiner respectfully disagrees, and notes that the claims do not include any 
limitation that would require the movement of media happen during the cycle. As noted above 
with regards to Claim 1 , Mohan discloses a time to execute a retention period, and this is 
interpreted as a cycle that specifies a movement of media. 

Regarding Claim 20 . the Appellant contends (page 16): "Mohan's 'usage rule' is not 
the same as a 'cycle', nor is Mohan's retention period the same as the 'time to execute 
the cycle.' Moreover, if, as argued by the examiner, Mohan's 'usage rule includes a 
retention period,' then in order for Mohan to anticipate claim 20, the term 'time to execute 
the cycle' would really mean 'time to execute the retention period,' which makes no 
sense because Mohan's retention period is not something that can be 'executed'." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Mohan's usage rules include a retention period 
that is applied during a period of time. The cycle is interpreted as this retention period. 
Executing the usage rules and the retention period is interpreted as the system obeying them 
and functionally carrying them out, something that is not only entirely sensible but also disclosed 
by Mohan. 

Regarding Claims 22-24 . the Appellant contends (page 16) that said claims are 
allowable by virtue of their dependence on Claim 20. The Examiner respectfully disagrees, and 
directs the Board to the discussion of Claim 20 above. 
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Regarding Claim 25 . the Appellant contends (page 20): "The examiner's obviousness 
rejections are in error because IMohan's 'retention period' is not 'a time to execute the 
cycle' as defined by claim 25, but is rather a 'retention period' for the save set of media 
pool being created." 

4 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Mohan's retention period is a period of time during 
which a save set is to be retained. The cycle specifies a media movement, and Mohan's 
retention period specifies a media movement job in that the media movement job must not 
happen during the retention period. Executing the cycle is interpreted as retaining the save set. 

Regarding Claim 25 . the Appellant contends (page 20): "(l)n making his rejections, 
the examiner has improperly equated Mohan's 'usage rule' with the claim term 'cycle.' 
However, the movement of media is not a 'usage rule'." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees, and notes tl^t in the present argument the 
Appellant has improperly equated the movement of media with a cycle. Claim 25 does not 
require that the media movement happen during the cycle, it merely requires that the cycle 
specify the media movement. An exclusive specification (the media movement cannot happen 
during this period) appears equally valid in fulfilling the claim. Accordingly, Mohan's usage rules 
contain a retention period, which is interpreted as a cycle that specifies a media movement in 
that the media movement cannot happen during the retention period. 

Regarding Claim 25 . the Appellant contends (pages 20-21): "(l)f the term 'cycle' is 
(erroneously) equated to Mohan's 'usage rule,' then the claim term 'time to execute the 
cycle' would mean the time to execute the 'usage rule,' which makes no sense, because 
nowhere does Mohan teach that his usage rules can be 'executed'. (...) the term 'time to 
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execute the cycle' would really mean 'time to execute the retention period.' However, this 
construnction makes no sense, because Mohan's retention period is not something that 
can be 'executed.' It is merely a specification of the time the media used to retain data." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. As noted above with respect to Claim 1. Mohan's 
usage rules include a retention period that is applied during a period of time. The cycle is 
interpreted as this retention period part of the usage rules. Executing the usage rules and the 
retention period is interpreted as the system obeying them and functionally carrying them out. 

Regarding Claim 25 . the Appellant contends (page 21): "(E)ach vaulting policy of 
claim 25 is defined as having one or more cycles. However, because Mohan's 'usage 
rules' are not cycles, no combination of Mohan and Tanenbaum will meet this limitation." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Mohan's usage rules contain a retention period, 
which as discussed above with respect to Claim 1, appears to meet all required limitations and 
qualities as Claim 25's cycle. 

Regarding Claim 25 . the Appellant contends (page 21): "The second vaulting policy 
of claim 25 is also defined as having one or more cycles. Again, because Mohan's usage 
rules are not cycles, Mohan and Tanenbaum will not meet this limitation of claim 25." 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Mohan's usage rules contain a retention period, 
which as discussed above with respect to Claim 1, appears to meet all required limitations and 
qualities as Claim 25's.cycle. 
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Regarding Claims 26 and 27 . the Appellant contends (page 21) that said claims are 
allowable by virtue of their dependence on Claim 25. The Examiner respectfully disagrees, and 
directs the Board to the above discussion of Claim 25. 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the Related 
Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
Respectfully submitted, 
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